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RESPONSE TO AMENDMENT 

1. Claims 10-30 and 33 remain for further examination. 

The old rejection maintained 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 10-27 filed on July 14, 2005 have 
been fully considered but they are not deemed to be persuasive for the claims 10-27. 
The rejection is respectfully maintained as set forth in the last Office Action mailed on 
March 08, 2005. 

Claim Rejections ■ 35 USC S 103 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 10-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
DuFresne (U.S. Patent No. 5,835,712) (referred to hereafter as Du). 



5. Du teaches the invention as claimed including a system and method for 
processing HTML documents using nested tags (see abstract). 
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6. As to claim 10, Du teaches a method for processing requests from a computer 
network, said method comprising: connecting a computer to the computer network 
(figure 1); receiving a data stream from the computer network (column 3 lines 1-40, Du 
discloses that the server intercepts the URL data stream response); identifying a 
template within the data stream (column 4 lines 1-10, Du discloses that tags within the 
response data stream point to templates for specific applications); searching a 
registration table, the searching programmed to locate application database 
corresponding to the template (column 8 lines 1-67, Du discloses that an appropriate 
database is accessed to fill in the template) writing a web page resulting from the 
template; and sending the web page to the computer network (column 8 lines 20-43). 

Du fails to explicitly teach the claimed limitation of a "department logic". Du does 
teach that a specific application database is accessed in response to identifying the 
template (see columns 8-12). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Du by specifying the specific application database as a department 
logic since the same functionality of accessing a particular web site is achieved. 

7. As to claim 1 1 , Du teaches that determining a character set, the character set 
including the character set used by a requesting computer sending the data stream to 
the computer system (column 6 lines 60-65, Du discloses that text attributes are 
identified). 
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8. As to claim 12, Du fails to explicitly teach the claimed limitation of opening a 
socket, the receiving and the sending is through the socket, and closing the socket. 
However, "Official Notice" is taken that the concept and advantages of opening 
transmitting/receiving and closing a socket is well known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Du by specifying a socket connection. One would be motivated to do so to 
create a virtual connection between processes. 

9. As to claim 1 3, Du teaches that creating a processing thread to process the data 
stream (column 1 8 lines 10-15). 

10. As to claim 14, Du teaches that decoding the data stream, the decoding including 
decrypting the data stream (columns 9-1 0 and 18-19). 

11. As to claim 1 5, Du teaches that decoding a uniform resource locator, the uniform 
resource locator included in the data stream and identifying a server computer system 
in the computer network (columns 18-19). 

12. As to claim 16, Du teaches that determining a character set, the determining 
including identifying the character set used by a requesting computer in creating the 
data stream (column 6 lines 60-65, Du discloses that text attributes of the browser are 
identified). 
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13. As to claim 17, Du teaches that processing a header contained within the data 
stream, the processing including: evaluating a security token included in the header, the 
security token created during a prior session by a user, to determine whether the 
session is valid; and creating a new security token, the new security token used to 
validate subsequent sessions by the user (columns 17-19, Du discloses that the session 
state between server and client is preserved through the implementation of tags). 

14. As to claim 18, Du fails to explicitly teach the claimed limitation of a "department 
logic". Du does teach that a specific CGI script associated with a application database is 
accessed in response to identifying the template (columns 8-12). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the ad at the time of the invention 
to modify Du by specifying the specific application database as a department logic since 
the same functionality of accessing a particular web site is achieved. 

15. As to claim 19, Du teaches that identifying a template within the data stream 
(columns 8-12). 

16. As to claim 20, claim 20 does not teach or define any new limitations above 
claims 10-19 and therefore is rejected for similar reasons. 

17. As to claim 21 , Du teaches that parsing the template into one or more operators, 
tags, and banners (columns 18-19). 
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1 8. As to claims 22-27, claims 22-27 do not teach or define any new limitations 
above claims 10-21 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

Claim Objections 

1 9. Claims 28-30 and 33 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
The prior art of record fails to teach neither singly or in combination the claimed 
limitation of a means for identifying the language code of a user terminal and a means 
for converting one or more bytes from the data stream into a uniform language code; 
and means for storing the uniform language code as in claims 28-30 and 33. 

Response to Arguments 

20. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 10-27 filed on July 14, 2005 have 
been fully considered but they are not deemed to be persuasive for the claims 10-27. 

In the remarks, the applicant argues that: 

(A) Argument: DuFresne neither teaches nor suggests a method including: 
identifying a template within the data stream; and searching a registration table, the 
searching programmed to locate application database corresponding to the template; as 
required by the independent claims. 
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Response: DuFresne explicitly teaches a method including: identifying a 
template within the data stream; and searching a registration table, the searching 
programmed to locate application database corresponding to the template (figures 14- 
15; columns 3-4; and column 18 lines 6-54). 

(B) Argument: DuFresne neither teaches nor suggests that tags within response 
data stream point to templates for specific applications. 

Response: DuFresne explicitly teaches that tags within response data stream 
point to templates for specific applications (figures 14-15; columns 3-4; and column 18 
lines 6-54). 

(C) Argument: Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness 
and not shown that there is some suggestion or motivation to modify DuFresne. 

Response: Examiner establishs a prima facie case of obviousness (see rejection 
of claim 10) and shows that there is some suggestion or motivation to modify DuFresne 
because DuFresne teaches that a specific application database is accessed in 
response to identifying the template (see columns 8-12). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Du by specifying the 
specific application database as a department logic since the same functionality of 
accessing a particular web site is achieved. 
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21 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). A shortened statutory period for reply to this final 
action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the 
event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action 
and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date 
the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the 
statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
final action. 



22. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Bharat Barot whose Telephone Number is (571) 
272-3979. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 9:30 AM to 
6:00 PM. Most facsimile-transmitted patent application related correspondence is 
required to be sent to the Central FAX Number (571) 273-8300. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Saleh Najjar , can be reached at (571) 272-4006. 



Patent Examiner Bharat Barot 
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